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A B S T R A C T
This paper develops a framework for improved mainstreaming of ecosystem science in policy and decision-
making within a spatial planning context. Ecosystem science is advanced as a collective umbrella to capture a
body of work and approaches rooted in social-ecological systems thinking, spawning a distinctive ecosystem
terminology: ecosystem approach, ecosystem services, ecosystem services framework and natural capital. The
interface between spatial planning and ecosystem science is explored as a theoretical opportunity space to
improve mainstreaming processes adapting Rogers’ (2003) diﬀusion model. We introduce the twin concepts of
hooks (linking ecosystem science to a key policy or legislative term, duty or priority that relate to a particular
user group) and ‘bridges’ (linking ecosystem science to a term, concept or policy priority that is used and readily
understood across multiple groups and publics) as translational mechanisms in transdisciplinary mainstreaming
settings. We argue that ecosystem science can be embedded into the existing work priorities and vocabularies of
spatial planning practice using these hooks and bridges. The resultant framework for mainstreaming is then
tested, drawing on research funded as part of the UK National Ecosystem Assessment Follow-On programme
(2012–2014), within 4 case studies; each reﬂecting diﬀerent capacities, capabilities, opportunities and barriers.
The results reveal the importance of leadership, political buy in, willingness to experiment outside established
comfort zones and social learning as core drivers supporting mainstreaming processes. Whilst there are still
signiﬁcant challenges in mainstreaming in spatial planning settings, the identiﬁcation and use of hooks and
bridges collectively, enables traction to be gained for further advances; moving beyond the status quo to gen-
erate additionality and potential behaviour change within diﬀerent modes of mainstreaming practice. This
pragmatic approach has global application to help improve the way nature is respected and taken account of in
planning systems nationally and globally.
1. Introduction
Ecosystem Services (ES) are widely used to identify and assess the
value of the natural environment through the quantiﬁcation and qua-
liﬁcation of the multiple societal beneﬁts from ﬁnite stocks of Natural
Capital (NC) (Bateman et al., 2013; Likens, 1992; Hubacek and
Kronenberg, 2013; Raﬀaelli and White, 2013). They have gained in-
creasing traction as a policy-shaping framework, largely through the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) (2003), TEEB (2010) and
Ecosystem Services Poverty Alleviation (ESPA) programme which all
have exposed signiﬁcant and ongoing declines in most ES as a con-
sequence of human interventions and actions (see also Costanza et al,
2014; Douglas and James, 2014; Guerry et al., 2015; WWF, 2016). This
has catalysed signiﬁcant global, EU and national responses with ES
mainstreaming increasingly evident within dedicated national eco-
system assessments (e.g. Schröter et al., 2016; UKNEA, 2011); new
environmental markets in the form of payments for ecosystem services
programmes (e.g. Reed et al., 2017); multi-criteria assessments to in-
form strategic policy guidance and priority setting (e.g. Bryan et al.,
2011); green accounting methods (e.g. World Bank, 2010) and im-
proved communication on the importance of ecosystems and biodi-
versity to human well-being (e.g. Luck et al., 2012).
Mainstreaming can be deﬁned as a process that “involves taking a
speciﬁc objective of one issue domain and declaring that this objective should
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be integrated into other issue domains where it is not (yet) suﬃciently ad-
dressed.” (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen et al., 2017: 145). For example, there
was clear evidence from the UKNEA (2011) that government depart-
ments did not explicitly consider ES and their values in policy appraisal
processes. Hence mainstreaming implies a process requiring improved
translation, acceptance and usage of new idea(s) in line with classic
diﬀusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 2003).
In contemporary spatial planning practice signs of mainstreaming
are evident in developing ES mapping and baseline indicators as part of
evidence bases for plans and programmes (Gómez-Baggethun and
Barton, 2013; Söderman et al.,2012). However, as Posner et al. (2016)
note, there is limited research demonstrating how policy- and decision-
makers use such evidence in their decision-making processes. Indeed,
tracing the impact of ES and their additionality remains an unexploited
research gap (see also Daily and Matson, 2008; Laurans et al., 2013).
Within this paper we propose the term “ecosystem science” to
capture the collective body of work, approaches and tools located
within a social-ecological systems perspective. It is an ‘umbrella term’
incorporating Natural Capital (NC), Ecosystem Approach (EcA),
Ecosystem Services (ES), Ecosystem Services Framework (ESF) and
Ecosystem Services approach. These terms are often used inter-
changeably, uncritically and applied selectively ignoring the inter-re-
lationships, thresholds and dependencies that position nature as a
complex social-ecological system (Jones et al., 2016; Spash, 2008); al-
though ideally these concepts should help to highlight those inter-
dependencies and complexities. Within ecosystem science we contend
that the EcA, with its 12 principles, oﬀers a potential decision-making
framework for improved sustainable use and management of nature
(Waylen et al., 2014). Yet it has become increasingly marginalised and
overlooked in favour of NC and ES, and associated market-based in-
struments and policy tools within a dominant neoliberal narrative of
nature (Buscher et al., 2012; Jackson and Palmer, 2015). Waylen et al.
(2014) speculate that this may, in part, be due to the intangibility of
some EcA principles and the lack of guidance and case studies
demonstrating success in policy- and decision-making (see also Posner
et al., 2016).
Furthermore, ecosystem science has only gained partial traction in
spatial planning processes and outcomes (UKNEA, 2011; McKenzie
et al., 2014), partly due to an artiﬁcial separation between the gov-
ernance for the built and natural environment; each with its own policy
and legislative frameworks which arguably creates a wider ‘disin-
tegrated development’ narrative leading to unnecessary duplication,
ineﬃciency and conﬂict (Scott et al., 2013). There is, however, a pio-
neering strand of interdisciplinary research working at the interface
between ecosystem science and spatial planning that has tried to exploit
their potential synergies (e.g. Douvere, 2008; Scott et al., 2013;
McKenzie et al., 2014; Cowell and Lennon, 2014; Ruckelshaus et al.,
2015).
In this paper we undertake further exploration in order to develop
stronger theoretical, policy and practice foundations for mainstreaming
robust ecosystem science in spatial planning practice arguing, in par-
ticular, that the ECA – SP interface is a key opportunity space for ef-
fective ecosystem science knowledge integration across planning and
environmental governance domains (Natural Capital Committee, 2015;
Ruckelshaus et al., 2015; Dennis et al., 2016; Jones et al., 2016).
Table 1 exposes this potential through a preliminary mapping exercise
of the 12 Malawi principles (EcA) against six spatial planning principles
advanced by the UNECE (2008). This reveals signiﬁcant points of in-
tersection with opportunities to maximise social learning and knowl-
edge exchange across the built and natural environment divides.
Similarly, when deﬁnitions for the EcA and spatial planning are
compared, the synergies become apparent. For example, the UN
Convention of Biological Diversity’s deﬁnition of the EcA (CBD, 2010:
12) as “a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living
resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable
way”, accords with Allmendinger and Haughton’s (2010: 83) deﬁnition
of SP as “shaping economic, social, cultural, and ecological dimensions of
society through ‘place making’ with a shift towards more positive, integrated
Table 1
The 12 principles of the ecosystem approach (CBD, 2010: 12) mapped against spatial planning principles as deﬁned by UNECE (2008).
Spatial Planning Principles Ecosystem Approach Principles
The Governance Principle (e.g. authority. legitimacy, institutions
power; decision making)
1 The objectives of management of land, water and living resources are a matter of societal choice.
(e.g. Tewdwr-Jones et al., 2010; Kidd, 2007), 3 Ecosystem managers should consider the eﬀects (actual or potential) of their activities on adjacent and
other ecosystems.
9 Management must recognize the change is inevitable.
The Subsidiarity Principle (e.g. delegation to lowest level; shared
responsibility; devolution)
2 Management should be decentralized to the lowest appropriate level.
(e.g. Haughton and Allmendinger, 2014)
The Participation Principle (e.g. consultation; inclusion; equity;
deliberation)
11 The ecosystem approach should consider all forms of relevant information, including scientiﬁc and
indigenous and local knowledge, innovations and practices.
(e.g. Albrechts, 2015; Gilliland and Lafolley, 2008) 12 The ecosystem approach should involve all relevant sectors of society and scientiﬁc disciplines.
The Integration Principle (e.g. holistic; multiple scales and sectors;
joined up)
3 Ecosystem managers should consider the eﬀects (actual or potential) of their activities on adjacent and
other ecosystems.
(e.g. Low, 2002; Mommaas and Janssen, 2008) 5 Conservation of ecosystem structure and functioning, in order to maintain ecosystem services, should
be a priority target of the ecosystem approach.
7 The ecosystem approach should be undertaken at the appropriate spatial and temporal scales.
8 Recognizing the varying temporal scales and lag eﬀects that characterize ecosystem processes,
objectives for ecosystem management should be set for the long term.
10 The ecosystem approach should seek the appropriate balance between, and integration of,
conservation and use of biological diversity.
The Proportionality Principle (e.g. deliverable viability; pragmatism;
best available information)
4 Recognizing potential gains from management, there is usually a need to understand and manage the
ecosystem in an economic context.
(e.g. Nadin, 2007) 9 Management must recognize the change is inevitable.
The Precautionary Principle (e.g. adaptive management; limits;
uncertainty; risk)
6 Ecosystem must be managed within the limits of their functioning,
(e.g. Counsell, 1998) 8 Recognizing the varying temporal scales and lag eﬀects that characterize ecosystem processes,
objectives for ecosystem management should be set for the long term.
10 The ecosystem approach should seek the appropriate balance between, and integration of,
conservation and use of biological diversity,
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and resource-based contexts”. Both EcA and SP are rooted in social-eco-
logical systems thinking within an interdisciplinary human-centred
perspective crossing environmental, social, economic, political and
cultural contexts and sectors (Gómez-Baggethun and Barton, 2013;
Jansson, 2013). Both require the adoption of participatory approaches
incorporating equity and shared values (e.g. Bryden and Geisler, 2007;
Reed et al., 2013). Both involve a change in values and thinking from
the negative associations of protection based on policies of control and
restraint towards more holistic, proactive and development-led visions
and interventions (Scott et al., 2013).
This convergence of deﬁnitions and principles can be taken a step
further. Rather than maintaining separate narratives and audiences for
‘built’ and ‘natural’ environment domains, which have typiﬁed their
evolutions to date, there could be added value from exploring me-
chanisms that facilitate their integration to support ecosystem science
mainstreaming and knowledge transfer (Cowell and Lennon, 2014;
Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen et al., 2017). Indeed, Cowell and Lennon (2014)
stress the importance of using social learning and methodological ap-
proaches that better incorporate and integrate competing theories and
ideas rather than producing yet more complexity and competition
through creeping theoretical incrementalism. How we might address
this challenge becomes the central theme of this paper.
The research presented in this paper originates from and builds
upon workpackage 10 of the United Kingdom National Ecosystem
Assessment Follow-On (UKNEAFO) research programme between 2012
and 2014 which developed a framework to improve the understanding
and mainstreaming of ecosystem science across diﬀerent spatial plan-
ning settings.1 The paper proceeds by illuminating the SP: ecosystem
science interface as an opportunity space conduit for mainstreaming
processes, adapting Rogers’ (2003) diﬀusion theory. Within this adap-
tation we introduce the twin concepts of “hooks” and “bridges” as
translational mechanisms to help ecosystem science inﬁltrate policy
and decision-making contexts, priorities and vocabularies. Hooks are
deﬁned as key policy or legislative terms, duties or priorities that relate
to a particular user group (i.e. spatial planners) into which ecosystem
science mainstreaming eﬀorts can then be positioned. Whereas bridges
are deﬁned as terms, concepts or policy priorities that are used and
readily understood across multiple groups and publics, thereby func-
tioning as integrating mechanisms. We then use four diﬀerent partici-
pant-led narratives of mainstreaming to show the interplay of hooks
and bridges in improving SP practice. The commonalities and issues
raised within these experiences are then discussed with regard to fa-
cilitating wider mainstreaming opportunities and additionality, also
paying attention to likely challenges at both national and global scales
(Posner et al., 2016).
2. Methodology
The UKNEAFO (2014) was charged with the translation and main-
streaming of the emerging science from the UKNEA (2011) into policy
and decision making processes. In pursuit of this goal a transdisci-
plinary research team of academics, policy and practice participants
was established championing a co-production ethic across 10 work
packages. This paper draws primarily from intelligence gained within
work package 10 from three deliberative partner workshops in
2012–2014. Our partners included key players who were actively in-
volved as innovators in trying to mainstream ecosystem science within
particular policy and practice settings. This necessarily shaped the case
studies selected. Workshop 1 reported on partners’ experiences of
ecosystem science mainstreaming practice to identify the barriers and
opportunities aﬀecting progress. Workshop 2 then devised an analytical
framework for tools and techniques as part of ecosystem science
mainstreaming. Finally, workshop 3 developed a resource kit to help
integrate guidance, tools and case studies as part of an ecosystem sci-
ence mainstreaming web platform for wider policy and practice impact
and dissemination (NEAT tree2).
The method was rooted in a managed and deliberative process
championing social learning, enabling partners to work collectively and
openly to share problems from their ongoing initiatives and use joint
problem-solving to build both conceptual and practice-led innovation.
We are thus reporting on core workshop outcomes, participant-led as-
sessments of ecosystem science mainstreaming from which our
Fig. 1. The current model of mainstreaming ecosystem science within
the EcA. (adapted from Rogers (2003)).
1 Work Package Report 10: Tools – Applications, Beneﬁts and Linkages for Ecosystem
Science (TABLES) The work package was tasked with developing a tools framework for
better mainstreaming of ecosystem science in policy and decision making. 2 The NEAT tree http://neat.ecosystemsknowledge.net/ [Accessed 5th July 2017].
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purposive case studies were selected as well as our own post project
reﬂexivity.3
3. Building our conceptual framework
Our theoretical focus on mainstreaming is centred on ecosystem
science knowledge ﬂows and exchange within policy and decision-
making processes. Roger’s (2003) contribution on the diﬀusion of in-
novation provides a useful theoretical catalyst for considering how any
new innovation/knowledge/idea evolves from initial discovery through
to implementation and acceptance involving key stages of knowledge
generation, persuasion, decision (adoption/rejection), implementation
and conﬁrmation (Fig. 1). Given that mainstreaming involves the active
diﬀusion of a speciﬁc idea from one domain to another where it has not
been suﬃciently addressed, attention necessarily needs to be focussed
on the ways (mechanisms or tools) the innovation/knowledge is spread;
partly through the diﬀerent communication channels and time but also
through the prevailing governance frameworks. However, change is not
just conﬁned to users modifying or adapting their behaviour, it also is
shaped by the emerging science, nature and progress within the idea/
innovation/knowledge itself.
We have applied this thinking to characterise the current state of
ecosystem science mainstreaming in Fig. 1, which exposes the diﬃ-
culties in securing suﬃcient traction with ecosystem science ideas for
further diﬀusion in SP practice. The following persuasion “barriers”
were evidenced from workshop 1 and reﬂect the innovative nature of
ecosystem science itself in SP theory and practice (Scott et al., 2013); its
technocentric diﬀusion (Fish and Saratsi, 2015); its complex language
and multiple terms (Jordan and Russel, 2014); its requirement for ad-
vanced skills to understand/use/access many of the tools available
(McKenzie et al., 2014); its lack of exemplars and social learning plat-
forms (Dunlop, 2014; Posner et al., 2016) and its lack of champions and
local-scale information (Burke et al., 2015). Crucially, it is the cumu-
lative impact of these barriers that hinder its acceptance and integration
within decision-making processes in spatial planning.
A further barrier identiﬁed related to key gatekeepers who control
the ﬂow of “acceptable” knowledge based on their values and how well
‘new’ ideas and ways of thinking ﬁt their own narrative and agendas
(Scott et al., 2013; Jordan and Russel, 2014). Complicating this picture
is the wider stakeholder audience in a given spatial planning setting,
each with their own priorities and capabilities. Thus the consequential
policies, plans and agendas that emerge often reﬂect the pragmatic and
politically acceptable with only piecemeal ad-hoc (faint arrows) pro-
gress indicating limited mainstreaming successes (Turnpenny et al.,
2014). The complexity and diversity of the spatial planning context
makes it diﬃcult to trigger any meaningful conceptual change
(McKenzie et al., 2014).
In order to breach the “persuasion” stage successfully (Rogers,
2003), mechanisms need to be identiﬁed that enable the necessary
ecosystem science traction in a given SP setting thus gaining the sup-
port and involvement of the gatekeepers and other stakeholders. It is
important that any mechanisms should use and work with familiar
terms but also allow deliberation and a change in perspective to move
beyond knowledge simply being absorbed into existing systems to ac-
tually inﬂuence and change values and behaviours (McKenzie et al.,
2014). Communication and diﬀusion of ecosystem science through ES
jargon and applications to date has largely been in the hands of natural
science experts although there is an increasing move towards more
public-led deliberative exercises (e.g. Fish and Saratsi, 2015). Conse-
quently, we argue that more attention needs to be paid on identifying
and developing mechanisms that appeal to, and engage with, broader
SP audiences, politicians and publics who are not familiar with eco-
system science. It is from this logic that we advance the twin notions of
hooks and bridges as mechanisms to facilitate and engineer diﬀusion
and change (Fig. 2).
Hooks are deﬁned as key policy or legislative terms, duties or
priorities that relate to a particular user group or professional network
that are used in regular practice whereas bridges are deﬁned as terms,
concepts or policy priorities that are readily understood and used across
multiple groups and publics, functioning as integrating mechanisms
enabling more holistic and integrative thinking and actions across dif-
ferent sectors and policy goals. Using the example of ecosystem science,
ideally the 12 EcA principles should be realised within any potential
bundle of hooks and bridges to enable optimal ecosystem science
mainstreaming.
Fig. 2 conceptualises how hooks and bridges when applied in
tandem enable ecosystem science to be mainstreamed without the
Fig. 2. Desired model for mainstreaming showing ‘persuasion’/ac-
ceptability through use of hooks and bridges. Drawing on Rogers
(2003).
3 This was particularly important for incorporating Rogers (2003) theory of innovation
diﬀusion into the paper to help conceptualise ecosystem science as innovation. We also
generated much of our thinking on the SP EcA fusion to help illuminate the synergies
across both ecosystem science and spatial planning to aid the mainstreaming process.
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dilution evident in Fig. 1. Having secured the necessary initial traction
through the identiﬁcation and usage of relevant hooks and bridges,
knowledge/innovation can then ﬂow through the Ecosystem Science
and SP interface within the existing governance system(s), engaging
gatekeepers and relevant audiences (e.g. public agencies, private and
voluntary sectors and publics). The hooks and bridges facilitate the
adoption of innovation pragmatically; appropriate to the socio-political
context and capabilities of participants with changes in values/ration-
ality occurring through social learning and/or inspired by innovator
case studies and individual champions/leaders. This, ideally, creates a
virtuous circle leading to further exploration of innovation (applying
ecosystem science to inform policy- and decision-making).
However, diﬀerent target audiences require diﬀerent hooks;
meaning that the most inﬂuential hooks need to be identiﬁed in con-
junction with the needs, priorities and remits of that audience at that
particular time in that SP setting (Douglas and James, 2014). Equally
important, is ensuring the selection of bridges that are intelligible as
mechanisms to engage multiple audiences and publics to progress
ecosystem science ideas. Thus it is the communication, adaption, use
and impact of the hooks and bridges cumulatively that will determine
mainstreaming success. In the next section, we identify and unpack how
speciﬁc hook and bridge ‘bundles’ have been used within four case
studies from the UKNEAFO work in diﬀerent SP contexts. However, the
general process of embedding ecosystem science through the interface
of EcA and SP principles and identifying suitable hooks and bridges is
directly transferable to other countries considering or already working
on mainstreaming ecosystem science within their own built environ-
ments (see e.g. Brink and Kettunen, 2016; Posner et al., 2016; McKenzie
et al., 2014).
Table 2 locates the four case studies in relation to their spatial
planning challenge and context.
Table 3 identiﬁes the principal hooks and bridges evident within the
four case studies detailing their diﬀerent approaches to ecosystem
mainstreaming. The hooks were identiﬁed primarily from UKNEAFO
stakeholder workshops and, given the English SP context, were heavily
focussed towards the National Planning Policy Framework.
Hook 1: NPPF paragraph 109 – value ecosystem services
“The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and
local environment by:
• protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation
interests and soils;
• recognising the wider beneﬁts of ecosystem services;
• minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity
where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the
overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecolo-
gical networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures”
(DCLG, 2012: paragraph 109)
Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
is signiﬁcant in English planning policy as for the ﬁrst time explicit
reference is made to ES. However, the relatively weak wording of “re-
cognising” imposes limitations as to its inﬂuence in policy and decision-
making processes. It does, however, provide an opportunity for using ES
as part of an evidence base from which to inform policy. Thus it has
commonly involved identifying, mapping and modelling the amount,
spatial distribution and quality of ES and NC in a given area, identifying
opportunities for enhancing particular services, analysing trade-oﬀs and
alternatives and targeting policy interventions (Baker et al., 2012;
Attlee et al., 2015).
Hook 2: Duty to Cooperate – NPPF paragraph 158 and Localism
Act 2011
The Duty to Cooperate (DTC) is a legal requirement within the
NPPF, enshrined within the Localism Act 2011, requiring all develop-
ment plans to demonstrate active co-operation on strategic matters in
their process of plan formation. This is tested legally at an examination
in public by government-appointed planning inspectors (HM
Table 2
Spatial challenges of the case studies and approaches to mainstreaming.
Case Study Spatial Planning Challenge (framed by participants) Approach to Ecosystem Science Mainstreaming
DRAFT North Devon/Torridge Joint
Local Plan
How can we recognise the value of ES in a local plan? How can
we adapt local policies to maintain/improve beneﬁts from
nature?
Used the biosphere reserve concept to frame the ES narrative.
Developed an ES policy within the environment chapter of the plan
Mapping ES and doing a ES assessment of housing masterplans.
South Downs National Park SDNPA
DRAFT Local Plan
How can the EcA be used within a park local plan to improve
policy and decision making?
EcA principles rewritten in SDNPA setting.
Using framework from the Park Partnership Management Plan and
developing an ES policy as one of 4 core policies pervading across
all plan areas.
Mapping ecosystem services.
Green infrastructure workshops and strategy.
Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) management plan
review
How can we review our AONB management plan mindful of the
beneﬁts oﬀered by ES?
Management plan created with an ES framework imported in the
action plan.
Post adoption consideration of using ES to evaluate the plan and to
develop PES schemes for ﬂood management.
Birmingham City Council non statutory
Green Living Spaces Plan 2014
What is the value of green infrastructure to the residents and
businesses of the city? How can the council embed this
information to improve its policies, plans and investment
opportunities?
ES assessment of green infrastructure. Created green commission at
Cabinet level. Used ES data sets to create demand and supply maps
showing areas requiring ES investment.
Used as evidence base to support other statutory (Birmingham
Local Development plan) and non-statutory plan. Created 7
principles as proxy for EcA.
Table 3
Hooks and Bridges within the NEAFO case studies.
Case Study Hook (H)/Bridge (B)
Cotswolds AONB Management Plan H Natural Environment White
Paper
B Connectivity
B Multiple beneﬁts
North Devon and Torridge Joint Local Plan H NPPF paragraph 109
H NPPF Duty to cooperate
B Multiple beneﬁts and assets
B Green infrastructure
Birmingham City Council Green Living
Spaces Plan
H NPPF Duty to Cooperate
H NPPF paragraph 109
H B Green infrastructure
South Downs National Park Plan H NPPF paragraph 109
H NPPF Duty to Cooperate
B Green infrastructure
B Multiple beneﬁts
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Government, 2011a; DCLG,2012). DTC depends on the extent to which
a planning authority has “engaged constructively, actively and on an on-
going basis to maximise the eﬀectiveness of Local Plan preparation in the
context of strategic cross boundary matters” (HM Government, 2011a;
our emphasis). These strategic cross boundary matters dovetail with the
integration principle (Table 1), in theory. However, at the present time,
ministerial advice and National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) has
exclusively focussed on securing housing need assessments for plan
approvals/rejections.
Hook 3: Natural Environment White Paper
The Natural Environment White Paper (NEWP) entitled The Natural
Choice: Securing the Value of Nature (HM Government, 2011b) is signed
up to by all UK government departments, representing a powerful hook.
It includes principles towards the improved valuing of nature in policy
and decisions, recognising the intrinsic value of nature and the key role
the planning system has in protecting biodiversity (although framed
largely within a human-environment duality and no-net-loss neoliberal
narrative). However, it has become evident that the NPPF trumps
NEWP in policy and decision making considerations (House of Lords
Built Environment Committee, 2016). Still, the NEWP is probably the
most important policy document in terms of capturing and promoting
ecosystem science thinking.
“We need a more strategic and integrated approach to planning for
nature within and across local areas […] We want the planning system
to contribute to our objective of no net loss of biodiversity” (HM
Government 2011b:2.37)
As part of the approach there is endorsement of ES as a key concept:
“Taking account of all the economic and non-economic beneﬁts we get
from these (ecosystem) services enables decision-makers to exercise
judgement about how we use our environment”. (HM Government,
2011b: 11).
Bridge 1: green infrastructure (GI)
GI is a term that seems to be widely used by built and natural en-
vironment professionals and also understood by many publics. GI is
explicitly addressed in the Natural Environment White Paper (HM
Government, 2011b) and NPPF/National Planning Policy Guidance
(NPPG)4 and is a term widely used in public policy discourses globally
(Mell, 2014). The NPPF recognises the value of GI within the concept of
ecological corridors, improved connectivity and the multiple beneﬁts it
delivers in (re)development projects. NPPF Annex 2 deﬁnes GI as “[…]
a network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which is capable
of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life beneﬁts for
local communities”. NPPG has also been recently updated to include
speciﬁc guidance to help with deﬁning GI scope and extent; “As a net-
work it includes parks, open spaces, playing ﬁelds, woodlands, but also street
trees, allotments and private gardens” (NPPG: par 27). The explicit men-
tion of gardens helps it have relevance at the individual household level
which is important in terms of public engagement and appeal but is a
largely neglected dimension in mainstreaming eﬀorts (Dewaelheyns
et al., 2016). The NPPG also recommends embedding GI into the
development process at an early stage linking it explicitly to ES. “Green
infrastructure provides multiple beneﬁts, notably ecosystem services, at a
range of scales, derived from natural systems and processes, for the in-
dividual, for society, the economy and the environment.” (NPPG: par 27).
Bridge 2: multiple beneﬁts/assets
Multiple beneﬁts language has been used to secure initial public
and/or political support for ecosystem science particularly where eco-
system terminology was unfamiliar (Fish and Saratsi, 2015). The term
has been used on its own but has also been linked increasingly to en-
vironmental assets. This helps challenge perceptions of nature as a
constraint to development and economic growth with the multiple
beneﬁts being presented as ﬁnancial values to help highlight nature’s
value to society (Baker et al., 2012).
Bridge 3: connectivity
Connectivity was often encountered when dealing across complex
spatial geographies associated with political and administrative
boundaries meeting natural boundaries. The idea of connections is
important in allowing multiple audiences to understand the ﬂows of ES
between one place and another and to understand the interrelationships
between these interactions (provider and beneﬁciary); for example, in
water management (ﬂood and drought management). It also enabled an
understanding of winner and losers when ES ﬂows of beneﬁts and
disbeneﬁts are mapped (Scott et al., 2013).
4. Mainstreaming ecosystem science in spatial planning practice
This section provides a commentary on four UKNEAFO project
participant self-assessment narratives illuminating how speciﬁc hooks
and bridges were used in response to particular opportunities/chal-
lenges and how they inﬂuenced the mainstreaming process and re-
sulting outcomes in diﬀerent SP settings. The case study narratives are
summarised in Table 4 exposing the most inﬂuential EcA (1–12) and SP
principles (UNECE, 2008). It is noteworthy how both subsidiarity and
precautionary principles were less evident across all the case studies
perhaps reﬂecting the quasi-judicial nature of English spatial planning
practice and the increasing shift towards a developer-led planning
system (House of Lords Built Environment Committee 2016). It also
suggests a wider challenge that there are inherent problems in trying to
capture all 12 EcA principles simultaneously.
4.1. Cotswolds AONB management plan5
4.1.1. Governance and participation principles
The Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is desig-
nated for its high quality landscape. A statutory Conservation Board across
seven local authorities is charged with ensuring that the landscape is con-
served, enhanced, better understood and enjoyed. The Board’s Management
Plan is updated every ﬁve years and provides a statutory document which
all relevant public agencies must take into account in their decisions and
operations. The Plan is also a crucial communication tool helping to inform
land managers, stakeholders and wider publics about the value of the
AONB. It is subjected to formal public consultation processes.
Table 4
Case Study summary impact analysis in relation to EcA/SP principles (++ very positive; + positive; 0 not evident; − negative; − − very negative).
SP Principles Governance Subsidiarity Participation Integration Proportionality Precautionary
EcA Principles 1 3 9 2 11 12 3 5 7 8 10 4 9 6 8 10
Cotswolds ++ − + − ++ 0
North Devon ++ − ++ − ++ 0
Birmingham ++ + ++ ++ ++ +
South Downs ++ + ++ ++ + +
4 National Planning Practice Guidance http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
[Accessed 1 September 2016].
5 Participant led report adapted from http://neat.ecosystemsknowledge.net/cotswolds.
html [Accessed 6 July 2017].
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Ecosystem science did not feature at all in the initial development
and discussions of the plan review. There were diﬀering levels of
knowledge about ES across the members of the Board but the AONB
oﬃcers did have a working knowledge. The priority in the plan review
process was to address criticism of the previous management plan for
being too complex and too generic and for a failure to engage partners,
public bodies or parish councils suﬃciently.
4.1.2. Proportionality and integration principles
The publication of the Natural Environment White Paper (hook)
helped re-invigorate the ecosystem science discussions within an AONB
plan workshop in 2011. The oﬃcers shifted from the traditional ‘ex-
ploitative’ view of natural resources using the bridge of the environ-
ment as an asset with multiple beneﬁts. A Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) was undertaken to inform the plan making process
using ES explicitly. However, the draft plan presented them as an add-
on beneﬁt alongside scenic beauty, cultural heritage, economic devel-
opment and GI. At the ﬁnal stages of plan preparation ES did not feature
at all, but pressure from some board members, drawing on their own
experience in the NEAFO research process, persuaded the Board to
retroﬁt ES into the draft plan. Consequently, the ﬁnal Cotswolds AONB
Management Plan for 2013-18 presents ES as one of ﬁve multiple
beneﬁts for society delivered by good management and conservation
measures (Fig. 3: provisioning services shown as an example).
The ﬁnal plan identiﬁed the main ES ﬂowing from the AONB area
and links them to individual plan objectives to show how they will be
secured and/or enhanced. This retrospective mapping approach di-
rectly replicated the Exmoor National Park Plan6 model which was used
as an exemplar within a UKNEAFO workshop in demonstrating how an
ESF could be embedded pragmatically into a management plan setting.
This partial mainstreaming provides an initial foundation for further
progress as the management plan is reviewed. Also, discussions have
taken place over the development of a Payment for Ecosystem Service
scheme regarding improved management of the upper catchment of the
River Thames within the AONB.
4.2. North Devon and Torridge (Draft) Joint Local Plan7
4.2.1. Governance Principle
The development of the North Devon and Torridge Joint Local Plan
(North Devon and Torridge District Councils, 2014) involved a statu-
tory development plan process crossing two local authority areas in a
bold joint working endeavour. The lead planning oﬃcer was familiar
with ecosystem science, having had extensive working relationships
with academics and research communities, as well as being a member
of the NEAFO research team. However, there were signiﬁcant internal
and external challenges (and thus learning spaces needed) for all
planning oﬃcers, elected councillors across both authorities as well as
their wider publics to understand and accept ecosystem science
thinking in the plan.
4.2.2. Proportionality and Integration Principles
The mainstreaming process was framed using ES within a pragmatic
understanding of the national and local political discourses dealing
with the peripherality, world-class environment assets (UNESCO
Biosphere Reserve) and economic challenges of the joint council area.
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF was used as a key hook by the lead planning
oﬃcer as part of the political persuasion process to legitimise ES
thinking internally across both planning teams and elected members.
This secured resources for mapping the diﬀerent ES across the area as
an evidence baseline for future monitoring and evaluation of plan po-
licies. The outputs were translated into a strategic aim within the draft
local plan promoting the environment as an asset intimately tied up
with the development of the area and with ES as adaptable outcomes
responding to changing needs. This is now under consideration by a
government appointed planning inspector.
“Aim 2: A World Class Environment − where important assets are va-
lued and enhanced for future generations […]. (c) land is used eﬃciently
and eﬀectively − optimise how ecosystem services provide and result in
productive living landscapes and townscapes that adapt to our changing
needs”. This shaped a more detailed but isolated local plan policy
ST14.
“Policy ST14: Enhancing Environmental Assets:
The quality of northern Devon’s natural environment will be protected
and enhanced by ensuring that development contributes to:
(a) providing a net gain in northern Devon’s biodiversity where possible,
through positive management of an enhanced and expanded network of
designated sites and green infrastructure, including retention and en-
hancement of critical environmental capital; […]
(h) conserving and enhancing the robustness of northern Devon’s eco-
systems and the range of ecosystem services they provide;”
The ES policy, although innovative, was in addition to the existing
Fig. 3. Extract of Provisioning Ecosystem services in the Cotswolds
AONB linked to Plan Objectives (Source Cotswolds AONB manage-
ment Plan 2013–2018 (2013:10)).
6 Exmoor National Park Partnership Plan 2012–2017 http://www.exmoor-
nationalpark.gov.uk/?a=260857 [Accessed 30 September 2016].
7 Participant led report adapted from http://neat.ecosystemsknowledge.net/devon.
html [Accessed 6 July 2017].
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suite of environmental policies rather than integrated or aligned to
other policies and chapters of the plan. Importantly, there were few
cross-references to ecosystem science outside the environmental
chapter itself. However, this was seen as a necessary and proportional
compromise to the local political and public mindset that was un-
familiar with ecosystem science. This led to the sole use of the ES term
in the plan rather than wider ecosystem science terms. At the time of
writing (March 2017) the plan is awaiting examination in public and it
remains to be seen how accepting the inspector and wider public are of
this approach.
4.2.3. Participation principle
The local plan process was able to build upon a foundation of eco-
system science knowledge from a number of other work streams which
recognised the value of environmental assets in the area and their
multiple beneﬁts for the local economy. These included participation as
a pilot authority in a county-wide biodiversity oﬀsetting programme;
involvement in the Ecosystems Knowledge Network8; and contribution
towards other spatial strategies such as for the UNESCO Biosphere
Reserve at Braunton Burrows9 and the Nature Improvement Area on the
culm measures.10 The cumulative impact of these joint endeavours
created the necessary social capital to advance ecosystem science into
their local plan using the global importance of the natural environment
as an asset for growth. The plan had been consulted upon as part of its
statutory duty. In general there was support for the approach to eco-
system science diﬀusion taken by the council as stated in the response
to the public consultation document par 343 “The plan’s ecosystem ap-
proach is supported”.11 However, issues of scale were raised resulting in
a change to the plan to “19. recognise the importance of protecting eco-
systems and ecosystem services at an ecosystem scale” (p89).
4.3. Birmingham City Council’s Green Living Spaces Plan (GLSP)12
4.3.1. Governance principle
The establishment in 2013 of a Green Commission, a cabinet level
body involving experts, inﬂuencers and decision-makers with its am-
bition and vision to make Birmingham a leading global green city was
inﬂuential in obtaining higher level political support for ecosystem
science ideas and initiatives. The multiple beneﬁts (bridge) was
Fig. 4. ES Multi challenge map.
Source: Birmingham City Council (2013 [f]).
8 Ecosystem Knowledge network http://ecosystemsknowledge.net/ is a UK based
knowledge exchange network to promote improved understanding and use of the eco-
system approach.
9 http://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/Braunton Burrows Biosphere Reserve.
10 http://www.northerndevonnia.org/culm-grassland Nature Improvement Area Culm
Measures Devon accessed 30 September 2016.
11 North Devon and Torridge Local plan Consultation Document Response (2014)
http://consult.torridge.gov.uk/ﬁle/3001633 par 343 p87 accessed 8 April 2017.
12 Participant led report adapted from http://neat.ecosystemsknowledge.net/
birmingham2.html [Accessed 6 July 2017].
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embedded into the city’s governance framework through a suite of
strategic planning processes and associated documents including the
statutory local plan (Birmingham City Council, 2014). Key policy-re-
lated hooks were the climate change related national performance in-
dicators against which local authorities had to report in England be-
tween 2008 and 2010, the Lawton Review (2010), the Natural
Environment White Paper (HM Government 2011b), the UKNEA (2011)
report and the NPPF’s paragraph 109. The city council’s (GLSP) in-
itiative has evolved over time with the environmental and sustainability
sections of the council driving the organic and pragmatic research and
local policy-making process, adjusting to changes/opportunities in na-
tional policies and planning frameworks as they presented themselves.
4.3.2. Participation principle
GI was used as a policy bridge to engage stakeholders from diﬀerent
departments across the council as well as external stakeholders around
common goals and interests. A key output of that process was the
publication of the GLSP (Birmingham City Council, 2013) where its
non-statutory status provided much needed ﬂexibility, but with the
necessary elected member and oﬃcer buy in to inform future policies
and decision-making across the council It also was championed as an
exemplar for other urban areas nationally and globally (UKNEAFO,
2014). The GLSP process involved the formation of a cross-disciplinary
working group involving both internal and external members from
Climate Science; Water; Biodiversity; Green Infrastructure; Sustainable
Transport/Mobility; Planning; Community & Resilience; Business and
Public Health; each bringing their evidence bases, policies and delivery
plans to the shared table. The bridges of multiple beneﬁts and risk were
used to help secure greater buy in across these stakeholder commu-
nities. Collectively they were able to agree seven cross cutting key
principles,13 each with associated outcomes/targets that now form the
backbone of the GI policy.
These seven principles have then informed the statutory planning
framework for the city; i.e. the Birmingham Local Plan as well as the
Sustainable Development Plan Your Green and Healthy City. Direct
engagement with community representatives and third sector organi-
sations broadened the democratic nature of the policy which has led to
further developments with natural capital involving working with
planners, developers and industry consultants on a toolkit (RICS,
201614) to help further mainstream nature into planning decision
making.
4.3.3. Integration and precautionary principles
The NPPF (par 109) hook helped persuade the council to fund a
series of research studies applying the ES methodology to six dominant
urban issues (aesthetics and mobility, ﬂood risk, urban heat island ef-
fect (local climate), educational attainment/provision, recreation and
biodiversity) with each displayed as Geographic Information System
maps of the city (BUCCANEER, 2010; Scott et al., 2014). These in-
dividual maps depicted areas of high and low demand/supply of each
ES. The maps were then integrated into a single multi-layered challenge
map for Birmingham which could be interrogated at diﬀerent scales for
use by residents, community groups, non-governmental organisations,
strategic planners and elected members (Fig. 415). These maps provide
a powerful link between ES and social/environmental justice
considerations acting as an evidence base for place-speciﬁc policy in-
terventions. In addition, they also provide a baseline for climate change
mitigation and adaptation priorities and actions, revealing areas at risk
from ﬂooding and urban heat island eﬀect.
4.4. South Downs National Park Authority Local Plan16
4.4.1. Governance principle
The South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) was created in
2011 and manages one of the newest UK National Parks. The SDNPA
has statutory responsibilities for the protection of the national park’s
natural beauty and special qualities and the promotion of informal re-
creation. As a new national park it positioned itself as an innovator and
champion in ecosystem science planning and delivery seeking to
mainstream ecosystem science into all its plans and policy processes.
This meant that all staﬀ and board members were actively involved in
the mainstreaming process. The NEA (2011); NEWP (2011) and NPPF
(2012) were used as highly inﬂuential hooks to facilitate this. Its ﬁrst
park management plan (SDNPA, 2014) set out the statutory framework
for the protection of the park and its special qualities using the ESF. The
park authority also developed and approved its own papers high-
lighting the relationship between ES and NC which further consolidated
their own particular way of mainstreaming ecosystem science.17
The draft local plan (preferred options document18) builds on the
statutory Park Management plan (SDNPA, 2015) providing the legal
planning policy framework and area plans for deciding planning ap-
plications within the park boundary. It also set out to incorporate EcA
at its heart drawing on its fast growing national network of ecosystem
science practitioners and experience in the UKNEAFO project.
4.4.2. Participation principle
Initially there was a targeted strategy of consultation and aware-
ness-raising of ecosystem science amongst its members, partnership
board and 15 planning districts through a number of meetings and
workshop events. This helped build capacity and support for the stat-
utory management plan to incorporate ecosystem science at its heart.
This then was translated to the planning team as part of its local plan
process and, to help maximise social learning and knowledge exchange,
close relationships were formed with research communities during and
after the UKNEAFO work to help facilitate local plan related workshops
within which key hooks and bridges were identiﬁed. The draft plan was
sent out for consultation and the dedicated ES policy SD2 was broadly
welcomed and supported within the 52 responses received. However
East Hampshire District Council submitted a response that they “con-
sider that this policy duplicates other policies and makes the policy repetitive
and whole document unnecessarily long”.19
4.4.3. Integration and proportionality principles
The SDNPA translated the 12 EcA principles into the South Downs
context in keeping with their statutory objectives and vision (Box 1).
This provided a powerful sense of ownership; translating the EcA lan-
guage to their own setting and priorities and thus creating a useful
umbrella within which to position the local plan process as well as
helping to inform new ways of internal thinking across the staﬀ.
13 7 principles; An Adapted City; The City’s Blue Network; A Healthy City; The City’s
Productive Landscapes; The City’s Greenways; The City’s Ecosystems; and The City’s
Green Living Spaces.
14 Natural Capital Planning Tool http://www.rics.org/uk/knowledge/research/
research-reports/natural-capital-tool-planning-/ accessed 8 April 2017.
15 This map represents a city as depicted by its relationship with its ecosystem. GIS
layers of data are combined to create as multiple challenge map. The lighter the tone the
greater the beneﬁts being obtained from that local environment. Darker tone shading
indicates are areas where the current quality or availability of the local environment, does
not meet the full demands of the local population.
16 The participant led report has been provided by Tim Slaney Director of Planning
South Downs National Park Authority.
17 Committee Paper https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/
pp_2014Jul24_Agenda-Item-10.pdf (approved) [Accessed 1 June 2016].
18 The preferred options stage is part of the formal stages that all development plans
have to go through. When compared with North Devon and Torridge draft local plan this
is an earlier phase of plan development as it has yet to go formally to a planning in-
spector. The usual stages include an options document; preferred options; local plan
submission; examination in public; modiﬁcations and approved document.
19 SDNPA (2015) South Downs Local Plan Preferred Options Consultation Responses
page 27 https://consult.southdowns.gov.uk/consult.ti/localplanpo/listresponses [Ac-
cessed 8th July 2017].
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The NPPF (par 109) hook helped justify the involvement of the
entire planning team (strategic and development management) in the
local plan process with the thought-leadership and enthusiasm of the
director of planning. It created a bridge to communicate and work
jointly with other section leads in the park (e.g. landscape and park
management). This collaborative working also enabled the park to se-
cure resources for mapping ecosystem services (ECOSERV20); using this
data as an evidence base to inform subsequent policy development. The
cumulative social learning resulted in draft policy (SD2) which sits as
one of only four higher-level policies that all other policies in the plan
are subservient to.
Draft Core Policy SD2: Ecosystems Services SDNP 2015 Local Plan
Preferred Options document
1. Proposals that deliver sustainable development and comply with other
relevant policies will be permitted provided that they do not have an un-
acceptable adverse impact on the natural environment and its ability to
contribute goods and services. Proposals will be expected, as appropriate, to:
a provide more and better joined up natural habitats;
b conserve water resources;
c sustainably manage land and water environments;
d improve the National Park’s resilience to, and mitigation of, climate
change;
e increase the ability to store carbon through new planting or other means;
f conserve and improve soils;
g reduce pollution;
h mitigate the risk of ﬂooding;
i improve opportunities for peoples’ health and wellbeing;
j stimulate sustainable economic activity; and
k deliver high-quality sustainable design
Unlike many planning policies for conservation, the positive
framing of this policy, with a presumption in favour of development,
enables, in theory, some beneﬁcial ES/NC outcomes to be achieved
from all planning applications using the ES opportunity mapping as a
development management tool. Crucially, the policy becomes a nego-
tiating tool for planners to have a dialogue about securing positive ES
and NC outcomes. It is also important to note how ES language is used
explicitly in headline form but then translated into plain English
concepts in categories (a-k) which improve accessibility and intellig-
ibility to planning applicants and wider publics thus engaging the
public in meaningful ecosystem science dialogues.
This thinking has also shaped the newly emerging GI framework
and roadmap (SDNPA, 2015) which collectively now provides a strong
suite of plans and policies all with ecosystem science at their heart.
4.4.4. Subsidiarity principle
Under the NPPF and Localism Act 2011, the park is carrying out its
DTC function to ensure that ES are protected and enhanced. From their
interim statement on DTC (SDNPA, 2015: 4.2) the following strategic
principles are identiﬁed for collaborative work with the surrounding 15
district authorities:
• Conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area
• Conserving and enhancing the region’s biodiversity (including GI issues)
• The delivery of new homes, including aﬀordable homes and pitches for
Travellers
• The promotion of sustainable tourism
• Development of the rural economy
• Improving the eﬃciency of transport networks by enhancing the pro-
portion of travel by sustainable modes and promoting policies which
reduce the need to travel.
The translation of DTC within SDNPA priorities has necessitated the
forging of new dialogues and partnerships with the surrounding au-
thorities, forcing their planning staﬀ outside usual DTC priorities as-
sociated with housing need to deal with water management, GI and
public rights of way. The legal obligation to cooperate under the
Localism Act helps the SDNPA engage with other planners providing
the initial traction to what are likely to be challenging discussions.
At the time of writing (April 2017) the local plan is going through a
formal consultation process with an impending examination in public
for approval in 2017 which will be its ultimate test. In addition there is
ongoing collaboration as part of the NEAFO legacy process and new
work on NC to undertake ES assessments of major developments to
improve ES/NC outcomes.
4.5. Summary
Together these case studies reveal the combined inﬂuence of hooks
and bridges in progressing ecosystem science mainstreaming beyond
Box 1
SDNPA Ecosystem Approach Principles (SDNPA, 2014).
1. Be based upon the public interest both inside and outside the plan area, including in particular, the opportunities for recreational activities and
learning experiences and conserving the diverse, inspirational landscapes, breath-taking views and tranquillity.
2. Delegate decision making to the most appropriate level, particularly for the communities with pride in their distinctive towns and villages.
3. Identify and assess adjacent eﬀects at diﬀerent scales, in particular taking into account, views, priority habitat connectivity, rare and in-
ternationally important species, river and water catchment issues and the associated ﬂooding, water quality and supply issues.
4. Understand the economic context and aim to reduce market distortion, particularly to enable farming to enhance the environment and
continue to embrace new enterprise.
5. Support the enhancement of Natural Capital, historic features and rich cultural heritage so it can be enjoyed by future generations.
6. Respect known environmental limits using best available evidence but develop ﬂexible policies to respond to issues of uncertainty.
7. Operate at appropriate spatial and temporal timescales, linking in particular with partnership landscape-scale approaches, the National
Character Assessment and local data and evidence.
8. Manage for the long-term, considering lagged eﬀects.
9. Accept and manage change as inherent and inevitable, particularly considering recreation, housing, farming and land management as sig-
niﬁcant aspects of this change.
10. Deliver the National Park’s two purposes as a priority and whilst doing so, the Authority duty using the Sandford Principle in case of conﬂict
between purposes (Partnership Management Plan/Delivery Framework reference).
11. Use a robust evidence base and the sustainable development precautionary principle where the data or evidence is not complete.
12. Maximise and maintain stakeholder engagement.
20 ECOSERV http://ecosystemsknowledge.net/ecoserv-gis accessed 8th April 2017.
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the persuasion barrier in diﬀerent ways that suit speciﬁc contexts set
within the political realities. Each case study showed some progress and
initial traction in ecosystem science mainstreaming. These processes
have and will evolve diﬀerently over time and whilst all our case stu-
dies are front runners, or champions, acting at an early stage of eco-
system knowledge diﬀusion, they represent innovators with important
lessons to be learnt for future ecosystem science diﬀusion. It is to this
that attention now turns.
5. Discussion and conclusions
5.1. Realising ecosystem science mainstreaming in spatial planning practice
The diverse approaches to mainstreaming ecosystem science en-
countered within our four case study narratives reﬂect diﬀerent cap-
abilities, vulnerabilities and pragmatism required when trying to in-
troduce new ideas within policy and decision-making processes. This
ﬁnding is important as it suggests that mainstreaming is an evolu-
tionary and dynamic process which can be conceptualised as diﬀerent
modes of ecosystem science mainstreaming (Fig. 5).
The Cotswolds AONB case study conforms to the ‘Retroﬁt’ mode
where ecosystem science is bolted-on to a management plan retro-
spectively without inﬂuencing the rest of the plan process or document
itself. The lack of knowledge of ES, together with other policy priorities
emerging from critiques of the previous management plan were crucial
barriers to further progress. But the linking of ES to the management
plan objectives, allows, in theory, future progress to be made in sub-
sequent plan reviews.
The Torridge and North Devon local plan case study conforms to the
‘Incremental’ mode where ecosystem science largely through ES and
critical natural capital were incorporated into the plan within an overall
Aim 2 and as part of a dedicated policy (ST11). Although having a ES
evidence base to inform the policy it currently sits as an extra layer with
limited integration across other economic or social policies in the plan.
The Birmingham GLSP case study conforms to the ‘Ecosystem
Services led’ mode where ES have been embedded in the process from
the outset as evidence bases and subsequently incorporated into outputs
(challenge maps) that can help target interventions. With bespoke ES
participation using the 9 piece jigsaw with stakeholders across
Birmingham, the plan was able to inform other plans (e,g. the approved
Birmingham Local Plan as part of its impact).
The South Downs National park draft local plan conforms to the
‘Ecosystem Approach led’ mode where the EcA principles and asso-
ciated ecosystem science concepts were embedded in the process from
the start and inform successive stages. Crucially the management plan
was championing an ecosystem approach as a statutory framework for
delivery within which the local plan process could ﬁt. The wholesale
involvement of the planning team in this reﬂected a cultural buy in to
the idea in a way that the previous stages were unable to secure.
In each case study hooks and bridges are used as translational and
communication mechanisms to get through the persuasion phase
(Rogers, 2003) within ecosystem science mainstreaming (Fig. 2). Here
they connect explicitly with the vocabularies and work priorities of
particular target groups, securing initial traction but with wider po-
tential to embed further ecosystem thinking and conceptual/behaviour
change (McKenzie et al., 2014). In the SDNPA case there is clear evi-
dence of a culture change within the planning department as they
embrace ecosystem thinking in their local plan and suite of documents
that drive the national park’s core work. Crucially, it is not conﬁned to
one champion or sector of the authority. However, each of the four case
studies captured a particular stage of mainstreaming at the time of the
research. The dynamic nature of ecosystem science mainstreaming
diﬀusion will enable future progression or regression depending on
their particular experiences, learning and external drivers of change.
Here the role of gatekeepers (inﬂuenced by local/national/interna-
tional changes or challenges) become critical in their future evolutions
in terms of restricting, enabling or supporting change of ecosystem
science ideals.
For example, the Birmingham example shows that mainstreaming
processes can move negatively in responses to external drivers. Progress
has now stalled with the transformational change in governance with
the establishment of a Mayor and a new combined authority model
which has relegated environmental considerations in favour of an
agenda focused on jobs and growth.21 Within the South Downs and
North Devon and Torridge case studies, the government-appointed
planning inspectorate has the role to approve or reject both local plans
following their examination in public in late 2017/2018. If approved,
they will provide the much needed exemplar case studies to help le-
gitimatise and catalyse the diﬀusion of ecosystem science policies in
other local plans (Posner et al., 2016); but equally, the converse applies.
Fig. 5. Diﬀerent modes of mainstreaming ecosystem science as ob-
served in practice. (adapted UK NEAFO 2014:11).
21 See the prospectus for the WMCA https://www.wmca.org.uk/media/1383/sep-
executive-summary.pdf where there is a section devoted to “transformational environ-
mental technologies”.
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Indeed, it is only when other policy makers see how ecosystem science
can be validated and approved in policy and planning decisions that the
new knowledge/innovation will gain momentum and lead to further
mainstreaming activities (Cowell and Lennon, 2014; Rogers, 2003). The
example of the Cotswolds AONB using the approved Exmoor National
Park plan as a modelfor their approach serves to illustrate this point.
Part of the diﬃculties in mainstreaming ecosystem science lies in
the fact that the core concepts largely reside in natural environment
policy and practice and only have slowly inﬁltrated SP practice where it
has yet to be fully accepted and valued (UKNEA, 2011; Karlsson-
Vinkhuyzen et al., 2017). Fig. 6 provides a schematic representation of
how improved mainstreaming can be achieved. The initial step ne-
cessitates working explicitly at the SP: EcA interface where hooks and
bridges are identiﬁed within a bundle for ecosystem science main-
streaming. It is important that they map successfully on to all the
EcA:SP principles. Our case study narratives have then identiﬁed a set
of common ingredients that support the operationalisation of hooks and
bridges leading to successful mainstreaming outcomes. These are un-
packed in the next section; the need for political support; eﬀective
leadership; safe social learning spaces; and a willingness to experiment
by operating outside usual comfort zones.
However, there is a danger that simple accommodation or in-
corporation of ecosystem science terms in existing work practices as
bolt-ons could lead to little or no behaviour change, with accusations of
“ecosystem-wash” mirroring the greenwash accusations observed in
sustainability and environmental valuation discourses (e.g. Spash,
2015). All our case studies hopefully demonstrate the additionality as
indicated through the social learning and knowledge exchange that is
provided through mainstreaming endeavours. In most cases it seems
that regulatory hooks have most bite and it is through these that can
fashion most progress.
For example, the reframing of EcA principles in SDNPA (Box 1) and
Birmingham’s 7 cross cutting GLSP principles (Footnote 8) both provide
important lessons in taking ownership of ecossytem sciecne and aplying
it to the local context. This translation and adaption of EcA principles
within a local context helps engender a sense of ownership and purpose,
creating shared values and the conditions where culture and behaviour
change can take place. This process parallels ﬁndings by McMorran and
Price (2014) after crofters had taken ownership of “their” land post
Land Reform in Scotland where previously a landowner had control
(See also Lienert et al. (2013) paper on water infrastructure planning).
Likewise the NPPF hook provides potential mainstreaming oppor-
tunities through creative interpretations of “recognising the value of
ES” in paragraph 109. This is evidenced globally where INVEST and
other ES mapping models are now becoming much more inﬂuential
(Gómez-Baggethun and Barton, 2013; Söderman et al., 2012). Creative
policy development such as evident in SDNPA’s core policy ST2 also
enables ES to become a negotiation tool to help achieve better ES
outcomes in all planning applications. This more progressive use of ES
in policy approaches is key to unlocking important ES gains locally,
nationally and globally and indeed has served as a catalyst for further
research work in Birmingham and South Downs plus 6 other local au-
thorities on a natural capital planning tool.22
The DTC, equating with strategic regional planning in more global
contexts, also provides a potential opportunity tool to engage in new
dialogues and partnerships, creating new social learning and knowl-
edge-sharing spaces, addressing a range of strategic planning challenges
of local, national and international signiﬁcance such as ﬂood control
and drought management (e.g. Reed et al., 2017); green infrastructure
creation and improvements (Connop et al., 2016); provision for re-
creation, and climate change mitigation and adaptation (Jordan and
Huitema, 2014). However, in England this is inhibited by the dom-
inance of the economic growth narrative and priority in DTC matters
towards joint housing need assessments (Scott, 2016). Here, the new
dialogues started by SDNPA with surrounding local authorities, devel-
opers and other built environment professionals within their bespoke
DTC policy, provides a more progressive model for strategic planning,
that can beused and applied as an exemplar beyond a protected land-
scape planning context.
5.2. Core ingredients for mainstreaming ecosystem science globally
As depicted in Fig. 6, the four case study narratives reveal core in-
gredients which drive successful ecosystem science mainstreaming
processes, with wider global transferability and applicability; the need
for political support; eﬀective leadership; safe social learning spaces;
and a willingness to experiment by stepping outside usual comfort
Fig. 6. Mainstreaming Ecosystem Science in diﬀerent SP settings: An
environmental governance diﬀusion model.
22 The Natural Capital Planning Tool is now one of 12 GI Innovation projects funded by
NERC. http://gtr.rcuk.ac.uk/projects?ref=NE%2FN017587%2F1 accessed 8th July
2007.
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zones.
Getting high-level political support early on in a mainstreaming
process is a signiﬁcant but often neglected step as it builds political
capital which is essential in subsequent plan validation and legit-
imatisation; whether for non-statutory (GSLP) or statutory plans
(SDNPA and North Devon and Torridge local plan) (Scott et al., 2014;
see also City of Vancouver, 2012). Within Birmingham, the establish-
ment of the Green Commission with its vision to make Birmingham a
global green city provided a cross-departmental cabinet level body in
the Council within which ecosystem science could be championed. In
the SDNPA case study, the NPA committee played an important role
endorsing the EcA as proposed by staﬀ, combined with a willingness to
innovate in their plans and policies as a new National Park Author-
ity.Within the Cotswolds AONB there was an interesting situation ap-
parent as it was a member of the Conservation Board itself who was
instrumental in driving the consideration of mainstreaming ecosystem
sciecne in their plan.
Eﬀective leadership enabled people to work outside their usual
comfort zones as innovators with ecosystem science. In three cases
(SDNPA, Birmingham, North Devon and Torridge), senior policy oﬃ-
cers commanded respect internally within their respective policy arenas
as well as being proactive in engaging externally with academic re-
search communities (e.g. the NEAFO amongst others) on their own
terms. This willingness to engage with research communities is sig-
niﬁcant in connecting knowledge across research, policy and practice
boundaries. Here the co-production of research to support the policy-
and plan-making created important social learning space where out-
comes had both academic credibility and practical usability (Tress
et al., 2005; Cowell and Lennon, 2014; Scott et al., 2014).
All case studies had collaborative workshop activities both as on-
going internal requirements but also as part of the UKNEAFO exercise
which gathered and discussed evidence from diﬀerent sectors and
helped connect people across sectors, disciplines and/or municipal
boundaries for the ﬁrst time with a speciﬁc focus around mainstreaming
ecosystem science in spatial planning. The workshops as part of the
UKNEAFO research itself provided safe social learning spaces, outside
existing work patterns and pressures. Policy makers and decision ma-
kers engaging in research programmes can play an important role in
driving innovation by building social capital and conﬁdence within
such knowledge exchange ﬂows as illuminated by Cowell and Lennon
(2014) and McKenzie et al. (2014). Dialogues with publics and stake-
holders can also be a powerful mechanisms for social learning. For
example, work by Fish and Saratsi (2015) help illuminate the power of
deliberation with public audiences to optimise social learning within an
ES format. This was also evident in the SDNPA and Birmingham ex-
amples through a range of learning activities and knowledge exchange
workshops between planning staﬀ, elected members and wider partners
as well as wider statutory public consultation activities. Furthermore,
the construction of the SDNPA policy SD2 enables that policy itself to
become a hook in its own right from which planners can hold dialogues
with developers and householders to try and optimise the ES/NC gains
from any development. This Russian doll model of hooks within hooks
has real potential to change the way planning applications are dealt
with using negotiation to achieve improved NC and ES outcomes. In
many ways this encapsulates what SP is really trying to achieve in the
SDNP.
Our case studies and discussions have highlighted innovative
thinking and practice but they are still very much pioneers. Indeed, it is
fallacious to view our case studies as ‘successful’. Their journeys are
evolving and will be aﬀected positively and negatively by both internal
and external drivers of change as innovators and the extent to which
they can overcome the other barriers to ecosystem science; its techno-
centric nature (Fish and Saratsi, 2015); the need for advanced skills to
understand/use/access many of the tools available (McKenzie et al.,
2014); the lack of exemplars and social learning platforms (Dunlop,
2014; Posner et al., 2016) and lack of local-scale information (Burke
et al., 2015).
Indeed, as reported the statutory local plans (SDNPA and North
Devon and Torridge) are facing examination procedures within the
current governance framework that will have major repercussions for
the adoption of ecosystem science mainstreaming in English planning
whatever the decisions. Furthermore, all our case studies will need to
make diﬃcult resource management and planning decisions that re-
quire making trade-oﬀs between diﬀerent SP and/or EcA principles
with resulting winners and losers that typify any decision-making
processes. Moreover SP practice is an arena where there is an explicit
tension between the holistic and integrated and the legalistic (quasi-
judicial), which presents real challenges for translating some aspects of
EcA thinking into practice (see Inch, 2012); the precautionary and
subsidiarity principles being cases in point (Albrechts, 2015; Scott et al.,
2014; Raudsepp-Hearne et al., 2010). Within the four case studies
discussed in some detail in this paper there is a collective appetite to
take up this challenge. How that is played out in the political arenas of
the future remains to be seen and reported upon.
5.3. Conclusion
This paper has developed and used a framework to assess and
progress mainstreaming ecosystem science within four case studies.
Hooks and bridges are key translational and communicative mechan-
isms that enable ecosystem science language and concepts to be
transferred into spatial planning practice. This is facilitated by a map-
ping exercise of SP-EcA principles which revealed signiﬁcant con-
vergence and thus established the hybrid opportunity space for main-
streaming. Mainstreaming itself is a dynamic process constrained by
setting, capacities, knowledge and familiarity within a particular spatial
planning setting. We have identiﬁed key drivers that inﬂuence success:
the need for political support; eﬀective leadership; safe social learning
spaces; and a willingness to experiment by stepping outside usual
comfort zones. Thus when hooks and bridges are used collectively with
these ingredientsin place, ecosystem science potential becomes max-
mimised in a given spatial planning setting enabling key actors and
gatekeepers to accept, use and ultimately legitimise the concepts within
their own policy and practice vocabularies and work priorities. This
creates the traction for further exploration and development of the idea
within adoption and conﬁrmation stagesprocess (Rogers, 2003). How-
ever, signiﬁcant challenges remain in both the legitimisation of eco-
system science within existing governance frameworks and the sharing
of progress and additionality within wider social learning spaces that
typify innovators in any diﬀusion process. In such pioneering en-
deavours it is the collective social learning from both successes and
mistakes that will provide the opportunity spaces for a culture and
behavioural change in policy and decision making.
Successful ecosystem science mainstreaming can occur at all modes;
retroﬁt, incremental, ecosystem services-led and ecosystem approach-
led. However, most progress can be made where use or adaptation of
the EcA higher level principles or ES have been embedded from the
outset (e.g SDNPA and Birmingham), rather than using the ESF or fo-
cusing on ES selectively and uncritically (Gaston et al., 2013). Our re-
search at the EcA SP interface illuminates an opportunity space where
built and natural environment professions and interests can converge to
co-develop more integrated frameworks. The careful targeting and
bundling of hooks and bridges provide the potential seeds of transition
and transformation in how nature is embedded in planning policy and
decision-making. Such a new trajectory is urgently needed and possible
when combined with the necessary political support, leadership, social
learning and a willingness to experiment.
Acknowledgements
The authors would like to acknowledge funding from Defra,
UNEPWMC, ESRC, NERC, AHRC and the Welsh Assembly Government
A. Scott et al. Land Use Policy 70 (2018) 232–246
244
as part of the UK National Ecosystem Assessment Follow on Programme
2012-2014 upon which this paper was based. The views within this
paper represent those of the authors alone. We also thank the reviewers
for their detailed and insightful comments which improved the paper
signiﬁcantly.
References
Albrechts, L., 2015. Ingredients for a more radical strategic spatial planning. Environ.
Plann. B Des. 42 (3), 510–525.
Allmendinger, P., Haughton, G., 2010. Spatial planning, devolution, and new planning
spaces. Environ. Plann. C: Gov. Policy 28 (5), 803–818.
Attlee, A.C., Reed, M.S., Carter, C.E., Scott, A.J., Vella, S., Hardman, M., Neumann, R.K.,
2015. Tools for assessing ecosystem services futures: a review. CAB Rev.: Perspect.
Agric. Vet. Sci. Nutr. Nat. Resour. 10, 1–13.
Baker, J., Sheate, W.R., Philips, P., Eales, R., 2012. Ecosystem services in environmental
assessment −help or hindrance. Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 40, 3–13.
Bateman, I., Harwood, A.R., Mace, G.M., Watson, R.T., Abson, D.J., Andrews, B., Binner,
A., Crowe, A., Day, B.H., Dugdale, S., Fezzi, C., Foden, J., Hadley, D., Haines-Young,
R., Hulme, M., Kontoleon, A., Lovett, A.M., Munday, P., Pascual, U., Paterson, J.,
Perino, G., Sen, A., Siriwardena, G., Soest, D.V., Termansen, M., 2013. Bringing
ecosystem services into economic decision making: land use in the United Kingdom.
Science 341 (6141), 45–50.
Birmingham City Council, 2013. Green Living Spaces Plan. http://www.birmingham.
gov.uk/cs/Satellite?blobcol=urldata&blobheader=application
%2Fpdf&blobheadername1=Content-Disposition&blobkey=id&blobtable=
MungoBlobs&blobwhere=1223561988762&ssbinary=true&blobheadervalue1=
attachment%3B+ﬁlename%3D454994Green_Living_Spaces_Plan.pdf [Accessed 23
April 2016].
Birmingham City Council, 2014. Birmingham Local Development Plan 2031. http://
www.birmingham.gov.uk/corestrategy [Accessed 23 April 2016].
Brink, P.V., Kettunen, M., 2016. ‘A policy perspective on mainstreaming ecosystem ser-
vices: opportunities and risks’ In: Potschin, M., Haines-Young, R., Fish, R., Turner, K.
(Eds.), Routledge Handbook of Ecosystem Services. Routledge, London.
Bryan, B.A., Raymond, C.M., Crossman, N.D., King, D., 2011. Comparing spatially explicit
ecological and social values for natural areas to identify eﬀective conservation stra-
tegies. Conserv. Biol. 25, 172–181.
Bryden, J., Geisler, C., 2007. Community-based land reform: lessons from scotland. Land
Use Policy 24, 24–34.
BUCCANEER (2010) http://www.birminghamclimate.com/ [Accessed 21 June 2016].
Burke, L., Ranganathan, J., Winterbottom, R., 2015. Revaluing Ecosystems: Pathways For
Scaling Up The Inclusion Of Ecosystem Value In Decision Making. World Resources
Institute, Washington, USA.
Buscher, B., Sullivan, S., Neves, K., Igoe, J., Brockington, D., 2012. Towards a synthesized
critique of neoliberal biodiversity conservation. Capital. Nat. Soc. 23 (2), 4–30.
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), 2010. Ecosystem Approach. www.cbd.int/
ecosystem/ [Accessed 23 November 2014].
City of Vancouver, 2012. 2020 Greenest City Action Plan. http://vancouver.ca/green-
vancouver/greenest-city-action-plan.aspx [Accessed 30 September 2016].
Connop, S., Vandergerta, P., Eisenbergb, B., Collier, M.J., Nasha, C., Clough, J., Newport,
D., 2016. Renaturing cities using a regionally-focused biodiversity-led multi-
functional beneﬁts approach to urban green infrastructure. Environ. Sci. Policy 62,
99–111.
Costanza, R., de Groot, R., Sutton, P., van der Ploeg, S., Anderson, S.J., Kubiszewskia, I.,
Farber, S., Turner, K., 2014. Changes in the global value of ecosystem services. Global
Environ. Change 26, 152–158.
Counsell, D., 1998. Sustainable development and structure plans in england and wales: a
review of current practice. J. Environ. Plann. Manage. 41 (2), 177–194.
Cowell, R., Lennon, M., 2014. The utilisation of environmental knowledge in landuse
planning: drawing lessons for an ecosystem services. Environ. Plann. C: Gov. Policy
32 (2), 263–282.
Department for Communities, Local Government (DCLG), 2012. The National Planning
Policy Framework. DCLG, London.
Daily, P., Matson, P.A., 2008. Ecosystem services: from theory to implementation. PNAS
105 (28), 9455–9456.
Dennis, M., Armitage, R.P., James, P.J., 2016. Socio-ecological innovation: adaptive re-
sponses to urban environmental conditions. Urban Ecosyst. 1–20.
Dewaelheyns, V., Kerselaers, E., Rogge, E., 2016. A toolbox for garden governance. Land
Use Policy 51, 191–205.
Douglas, I., James, P., 2014. Urban Ecology: An Introduction. Routledge, Abingdon.
Douvere, F., 2008. The role of marine spatial planning in implementing ecosystem-based,
sea use management. Mar. Policy 32 (5), 759–843.
Dunlop, C.A., 2014. The possible experts: how epistemic communities negotiate barriers
to knowledge use in ecosystems services policy. Environ. Plann. C 32, 208–228.
Fish, R., Saratsi, E., 2015. Naturally Speaking… A Public Dialogue on the UK National
Ecosystem Assessment. Final Report. CRPR. University of Exeter, Exeter978-1-
905892-19-8.
Gómez-Baggethun, E., Barton, D.N., 2013. Classifying and valuing ecosystem services for
urban planning. Ecol. Econ. 86, 235–245.
Gaston, K.J., Ávila-Jiménez, M.L., Edmondson, J.L., 2013. Managing urban ecosystems
for goods and services. J. Appl. Ecol. 50, 830–840.
Gilliland, P., Lafolley, D., 2008. Key elements and steps in the process of developing
ecosystem-based marine spatial planning. Mar. Policy 32 (5), 787–796.
Guerry, A.D., Polasky, S., Lubchencof, J., Chaplin-Kramer, R., Daily, G.C., Griﬃn, R.,
Ruckelshaus, M., Bateman, I., Duraiappahk, A., Elmqvist, T., Feldman, M.W., Folkei,
C., Hoekstrao, J., Kareiva, P.M., Keeler, B.L., Liq, S., McKenzie, E., Ouyang, Z.,
Reyers, B., Ricketts, T.H., Rockström, J., Tallis, H., Vira, B., 2015. Natural capital
informing decisions: from promise to practice. PNAS 112 (24), 7348–7355.
HM Government, 2011a. The Localism Act. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/
20/contents/enacted [Accessed 24 April 2016].
HM Government, 2011b. The Natural Choice: Securing the Value of Nature. CM8082.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/ﬁle/228842/
8082.pdf [Accessed 1 February 2015].
Haughton, G., Allmendinger, P., 2014. Spatial planning and the new localism. Plann.
Pract. Res. 28 (1), 1–5.
House of Lords Built Environment Committee, 2016. Building Better Places. https://www.
publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201516/ldselect/ldbuilt/100/10002.htm
[Accessed 10 April 2016].
Hubacek, K., Kronenberg, J., 2013. Synthesizing diﬀerent perspectives on the value of
urban ecosystem services. Landsc. Urban Plann. 109 (1), 1–6.
Inch, A., 2012. Deconstructing spatial planning: re-interpreting the articulation of a new
ethos for english local planning. Eur. Plann. Stud. 20 (6), 1–19.
Jackson, S., Palmer, L.R., 2015. Reconceptualising ecosystem services: possibilities for
cultivating and valuing the ethics and practices of carer. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 39 (2),
122–145.
Jansson, A., 2013. Reaching for a sustainable, resilient urban future using the lens of
ecosystem services. Ecol. Econ. 86, 285–291.
Jones, L., Norton, L., Austin, Z., Browne, A.L., Donovan, D., Emmett, B.A., Grabowski,
Z.J., Howard, D.C., Jones, J.P.G., Kenter, J.O., Manley, W., Morris, C., Robinson,
D.A., Short, C., Siriwardena, G.M., Stevens, C.J., Storkey, J., Waters, R.D., Willis,
G.F., 2016. Stocks and ﬂows of natural and human-derived capital in ecosystem
services. Land Use Policy 52, 151–162.
Jordan, A., Huitema, D., 2014. Policy innovation in a changing climate: sources, patterns
and eﬀects. Global Environ. Change 29, 387–394.
Jordan, A., Russel, D., 2014. Embedding an ecosystems services approach? The utilisation
of ecological knowledges in decision making. Environ. Plann. C: Gov. Policy 32 (2),
192–207.
Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, S., Kok, M.T.J., Visseren-Hamakers, I.J., Termeera, C.J.A.M., 2017.
Mainstreaming biodiversity in economic sectors: an analytical framework. Biol.
Conserv. 210A, 145–156.
Kidd, S., 2007. Towards a framework of integration in spatial planning: an exploration
from a health perspective. Plann. Theory Pract. 8 (2), 161–181.
Laurans, Y., Rankovic, A., Billé, R., Pirard, R., Mermet, L., 2013. Use of ecosystem services
valuation for decision making: questioning a literature blindspot. J. Environ. Manage.
119, 208–219.
Lawton, J., 2010. Making Space for Nature: A Review of England’s Wildlife Sites and
Ecological Network, Report to Defra. Defra, London.
Lienert, J., Schnetzer, F., Ingold, K., 2013. Stakeholder analysis combined with social
network analysis provides ﬁne-grained insights into water infrastructure planning
processes. J. Environ. Manage. 125, 134–148.
Likens, G.E., 1992. The Ecosystem Approach: Its Use and Abuse. Ecology Institute,
Oldendorf.
Low, N., 2002. Ecosocialisation and environmental planning: a Polanyian approach.
Environ. Plann. A 34 (1), 43–60.
Luck, G.W., et al., 2012. Improving the application of vertebrate trait-based frameworks
to the study of ecosystem services. J. Anim. Ecol. 81 (5), 1065–1076.
McKenzie, E., Posner, S., Tillman, P., Berhnhardt, J.R., Howard, K., Rosenthall, A., 2014.
Understanding the use of ecosystem service knowledge in decision making: lessons
from international experiences of spatial planning. Environ. Plann. C: Gov. Policy 32
(2), 320–340.
McMorran, A.J. Scott, Price, M., 2014. Reconstructing sustainability; participant experi-
ences of community land tenure in North West Scotland. J. Rural Stud. 33, 20–31.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2013.10.006.
Mell, I.C., 2014. Aligning fragmented planning structures through a green infrastructure
approach to urban development in the UK and USA. Urban For. Urban Green. 13 (4),
612–620.
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA), 2003. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being. A
Framework for Assessment. Island Press, Washington, DC.
Mommaas, H., Janssen, J., 2008. Towards a synergy between ‘content’ and ‘process’ in
Dutch spatial planning: the Heuvelland case. J. Hous. Built Environ. 23 (2008),
21–35.
Nadin, V., 2007. The emergence of the spatial planning approach in England. Plann.
Pract. Res. 22 (1), 43–62.
Natural Capital Committee, 2015. Natural Capital Committee’s Third State of Natural
Capital Report. . https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/natural-capital-
committees-third-state-of-natural-capital-report [Accessed 20 July 2016].
North Devon, Torridge District Councils, 2014. North Devon and Torridge Local Plan
Publication Draft. http://consult.torridge.gov.uk/portal/planning/localplan/
publication?pointId=2900774 [Accessed 20 July 2016].
Posner, S., Getz, C., Ricketts, T., 2016. Evaluating the impact of ecosystem service as-
sessments on decision-makers. Environ. Sci. Policy 64, 30–37.
Raﬀaelli, D., White, P., 2013. Ecosystems and their services in a changing world: an
ecological perspective. Adv. Ecol. Res. 48, 1–70.
Raudsepp-Hearne, C., Peterson, G.D., Bennett, E.M., 2010. Ecosystem service bundles for
analyzing tradeoﬀs in diverse landscapes. PNAS 107 (11), 5242–5247.
Reed, M.S., Hubacek, K., Bonn, A., Burt, T.P., Holden, J., Stringer, L.C., Beharry-Borg, N.,
Buckmaster, S., Chapman, D., Chapman, P., Clay, G.D., Cornell, S., Dougill, A.J.,
Evely, A., Fraser, E.D.G., Jin, N., Irvine, B., Kirkby, M., Kunin, W., Prell, C., Quinn,
C.H., Slee, W., Stagl, S., Termansen, M., Thorp, S., Worrall, F., 2013. Anticipating and
A. Scott et al. Land Use Policy 70 (2018) 232–246
245
managing future trade-oﬀs and complementarities between ecosystem services. Ecol.
Soc. 18 (1), 5.
Reed, M.S., Allen, K., Attlee, A., Dougill, A.J., Evans, K., Kenter, J., McNab, D., Stead,
S.M., Twyman, C., Scott, A.J., Smyth, M.A., Stringer, L.C., Whittingham, M.J., 2017.
A place-based approach to payments for ecosystem services. Global Environ. Change
43, 92–106.
The Natural Capital Planning Tool, 2016. report to Royal Institution of Chartered
Surveyors. . http://www.rics.org/uk/knowledge/research/research-reports/natural-
capital-tool-planning-/ (accessed 19th October 2017).
Rogers, E.M., 2003. Diﬀusion of Innovations, 5th edition. Simon & Schuster, London.
Ruckelshaus, M., McKenzie, E., Tallisd, H., Guerry, A.D., Daily, G., Kareiva, P., Polasky,
S., Ricketts, T., Bhagabati, N., Wood, S.A., Bernhardt, J., 2015. Notes from the ﬁeld:
lessons learned from using ecosystem service approaches to inform real-world deci-
sions. Ecol. Econ. 115, 11–21.
Scott, A.J., 2016. Assessing need Inside Housing. http://www.insidehousing.co.uk/
assessing-need/7017847.article (accessed 20th October 2017).
Söderman, T., Kopperoinen, L., Yli-Pelkonen, V., Shemeikka, P., 2012. Ecosystem services
criteria for sustainable development in urban regions. J. Environ. Assess. Policy
Manage. 14 (2), 1250008-1–1250008-48.
South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA), 2014. Partnership Management Plan.
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/national-park-authority/our-work/key-
documents/partnership-management-plan/ [Accessed 26 April 2016].
South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA), 2015. Local Plan. http://www.
southdowns.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/national-park-local-plan/ [Accessed
26 April 2016].
Schröter, M., Albert, C., Marques, A., Tobon, W., Lavorel, S., Maes, J., Brown, C., Klotz, S.,
Bonn, A., 2016. National ecosystem assessments in Europe: a review. Bioscience 66
(10), 813–828.
Scott, A.J., Carter, C.E., Larkham, P., Reed, M., Morton, N., Waters, R., Adams, D., Collier,
D., Crean, C., Curzon, R., Forster, R., Gibbs, P., Grayson, N., Hardman, M., Hearle, A.,
Jarvis, D., Kennet, M., Leach, K., Middleton, M., Schiessel, N., Stonyer, B., Coles, R.,
2013. Disintegrated Development at the Rural Urban Fringe: re-connecting spatial
planning theory and practice. Prog. Plann. 83, 1–52.
Scott, A.J., Carter, C., Hölzinger, O., Everard, M., Raﬀaelli, D., Hardman, M., Glass, J.,
Leach, K., Wakeford, R., Reed, M., Grace, M., Sunderland, T., Waters, R., Corstanje,
R., Grayson, N., Harris, J., Taft, A., 2014. Tools – Applications, Beneﬁts and Linkages
for Ecosystem Science (TABLES), Final Report to the UNEPWMC Research Councils
UK. Welsh Government and Defra. http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org/LinkClick.aspx?
ﬁleticket=DYBPt9wHeYA%3d&tabid=82, accessed 19th October 2017.
Spash, C.L., 2008. How much is that ecosystem in the window? The one with the bio-
diverse trail. Environ. Values 17 (2), 259–284.
Spash, C.L., 2015. Commentary: Greenwash! Now in New Improved Formulae. Heinrich
Böll Stiftung. https://www.boell.de/en/2015/12/03/commentary-greenwash-now-
new-improved-formulae [Accessed 20 July 2016].
TEEB, 2010. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the
Economics of Nature: A Synthesis of the Approach, Conclusions and
Recommendations of TEEB. UNEP:-TEEB.
Tewdwr-Jones, M., Gallent, N., Morphet, J., 2010. An anatomy of spatial planning:
coming to terms with the spatial element in UK planning. Eur. Plann. Stud. 18 (2),
239–257.
Tress, G., Tress, B., Fry, G., 2005. Clarifying integrative research concepts in landscape
ecology. Landsc. Ecol. 20 (4), 479–493.
Turnpenny, J., Russel, D., Jordan, A., 2014. The challenge of embedding an ecosystems
services approach: patterns of knowledge utilisation in public policy appraisal.
Environ. Plann. C: Gov. Policy 32 (2), 247–262.
UK National Ecosystem Assessment (UKNEA), 2011. Synthesis of the Key Findings. UNEP-
WCMC, Cambridge.
UK National Ecosystem Assessment Follow-On (UKNEAFO), 2014. Synthesis of the Key
Findings. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge.
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE), 2008. Spatial Planning: Key
Instrument for Development and Eﬀective Governance with Special Reference to
Countries in Transition. UN, Geneva.
WWF, 2016. Living Planet Report 2016. . http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/all_
publications/lpr_2016/ [Accessed 2 May 2016].
Waylen, K.A., Hastings, E., Banks, E., Holstead, K.L., Irvine, R.J., Blackstock, K.L., 2014.
The need to disentangle key concepts from ecosystem approach jargon. Conserv. Biol.
28, 1215–1224.
World Bank, 2010. Environmental Valuation and Greening the National Accounts
Challenges and Initial Practical Steps. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTEEI/
Resources/GreeningNationalAccountsDec19.pdf Accessed 8th July 2017.
A. Scott et al. Land Use Policy 70 (2018) 232–246
246
